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ABSTRACT (

_ . > . .
- 7 B AN o . B . - i Lot )
Dyadic and hbﬁﬁéti\?e\ég:éééibility are hypothesized to correlate

positively with three task dimerisions: variety, autonomy and identity.

Y

The presimed independerice &f tWe dyadic and normative ‘accessibility’ scales is

also investigated: Data were collected from 40 middle level managers is a

variety of organizations: ~Results> Significant relationships between

with high identity plausibly do not require much supervisten. Azillert's

N

————— e B e e e mess. e e A e R T

scale for normative accessibility seems to have some serious valhidity pr;oblems;
' . .

L

and probably éﬁéﬁE to be replaced or newly validated. .
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SUPERVISOR ACCESSIBILITY AND JOB CHARACTERISTICS,
) B ) '
Perhaps the .most common perceptual measure of the quality of life in

.

with one's organizatijon as a whole:. As.a result of its usefulness as a

B S e S
dependent measure In organizational research; satisfaction is proving to be

v

a theoretical link between dozens of other variables. This paper brings

topether two previously disparate traditions - Fbllétt;s;supéf9136r accessibility
studies ‘and the large literature on ij-cﬁarécfé?iétiCé': aﬁicﬁ'éécﬁ help '
\\\\\\ explain various worker satisfactions. , - 3 DL
\ Supervisor éccfééiﬁiiity has Beeﬁ'éiyegtiy }iﬁigd to satisfaction with -
— - one's superior, éuqk tﬁatagccessiﬁie super?iébrskare more satisfying (Follert,
AY R

in pressa). furche;ﬁbfe; accgggibiiiﬁy has ‘proved to be an impoftapt element .
of grganizatibnaiwéiimate (Follert, 1983), which qﬁjcoq;SE is important to

. communication satisfaction (Falcione; i974).éﬁ& organizationatl ééEigfééEiéﬁ

. . in general (see; e:g:; Likert; i96§§ Ré&&iﬁg; 1972): AﬁBEﬁéf iﬁ&i?éé? tink

to overall satisfaction may be inferred from the finding that high access

Access also predicts attraction toy and homophily with, one's supervisor

,,,,,, , ]
————— a!

(Dallinger, 1983). Baird (1973) reports a conspnant finding: Subordinates

r

task topics. (Jablin, 1979, says that most superior-subordinate communication
S S - i S : . . o . S
is task oriented). SO access seems to be an important influemnte on several

kinds of worker satisfactions. , . .

Job characteristics are also rélated to satisfaction: The three task

features pertinent to this study are worker autonomy,; task variety, and task
5 «
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Aldag and Brief (1975) report positive correlations ranging from .20 to

s

> :50 between these three job characteristics and satisfaction with supervisor

“ \ -

and satisfaction in. generai Waish; Taber and Beehr (1980) report correiatIons

‘-
identity. Schriesheim and DeNisi (1981) alsogdiscoésred a positive relatlon

between variety and leadershlp satisfaction." These findings are only a small

sample of the lité'ra't'u'r'é on variety; a"ut'oﬁ'c;m'y and ia@tity (see Roberts

. one's job predict one's sat1sfaction_with it.
This i? the‘firsc effort to 11n§ Follert's work on access to the
literature on job characteristics. ‘Some research has explored the relationship
between variety; _identity and éﬁéaﬁaay and feedback (e:g:; Schfieshein'ané.

be [positive);

De Nisi; 1981; Walsh; et: al.; 1980; the correlations tend

but feedback and access are donceptually distinct: Supervisor Accegsibility _

refers_to the possibility of communication, not to the fact of" it. It is for

" this reason that Follert (1980) 1nsists_that access may be valuable even if
7' ~ _ t . _ ) _ .
the supervisor and subordinate rarely interact. A good level of accessibility
requires that the guperibr be évéiiébié Whenever necessary; different jobs and

workers will naturally requlre different levels of supervision. So rééeafcﬁ

.,
e ___.__ N : ¥

not emtirely on point:
The precise goal of this study is to relate Follert's two measures of

access to the three job éﬁaiaé%efistiés ment ioned earlier. Their common
D o
positive relatlons to various satisfactions is weak evidence that they will
5 - ;

themselves be positively correlated. Hence our £irst hypothesis: dyadic

t
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and autonomy. Dyéafé acceSsibility refers to the subordinate's estimate of

his/her supe?::sor's accessibility. Normative accessibility, on the other

hand, is measuted by asking the subordinate to rate the access normis of the
S

organization as a whole:

with a job whose specific demands change fromgdqz\io day - would naturally -
need to be more open to the second worker. : -

; o . G . ‘ i . -
A job having a high léVélCéT task identity is one in which the workef/zft
i L i . i . o . _ '
a * makes a finished product rather than a component. Identity ‘is therefore

highly correlated with task feedback (Walsh, et. al., 1980), which is the

\ feedback arising from the task itself. Workers with such jobs should require

tity are positively related to satisfaction:

7 Highly autonomous jobs do not r

////\\\\\But as noted above; frequency and access are distinct. The autonomous worker
also needs easy access. If interactions; are in fact rare, the interpersonal

relationship between superior and subordinate must still be a gbod one in -
order to provide unericumbered accéss. Effectivé work relations therefore
require that the supervisor make clear that his/Her door is open, even if

its threshhold is rarely crossed. So autornomy and access fre expected to

have a clearly positive relationship.

LY

A secondary purpose of this paper is to examine critically the distinctness

4
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differéﬁt one measures access in a single; concrete work relationship
(Foflert, 1980b originally called this i§‘9a¥ﬁcrétic éttéééibilitY); while the
other fefers to thé overall orpanization's rules for access. However, a

closelreading of the literature leads to gugpicioﬁs about digcrimiﬁéﬁt validity.

For one thing, the scales correlate at significant levels (r=:60 in Follert,

$980a; r=:77 in Follert, 1980b; r=:69 in Dallinger, 1983). 1In the cantext
of this literature's results, there are very high correlations indeed:
A possible reason for this lack of empirical discrimination .-emerges froh the

r& for normative accessibility: subordinates are asked to

supervisor accessibiiity throughout the organization.

~

Plausibly; these ratiigs will be dominated by the rater's only concrete
experiedce in the grganization — experience with the same supervisor rated
ofi the dyadic accessibility scale (VérSioﬁs of the scales are in ‘Follert,

fffffffff dyadse
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1980a; 1982). We expres

-

We will preseit

job characteristics: A finaing that the scéies overiap to an unacceptable

degree will justify onily a differénc ‘measurement approa h' we are entirely

satisfied that the two aaagefuccs are conceptually distinct.

METHOD

Respondents : ' \

Respordents were 40 middle level management personnel employed in various

organizations in the midwest. Studenrs in organizational communication classes

\



graduation. All students 'Were ﬁﬁk%ic CommGnication and
3 B

majors. Most interviewees wer4 Gpervisors of 2-10 efployees in small

+ business orgdgizations. Average

organizations was 10 years, whilésthe average length df ti&p @ﬁa{'tﬁéﬁ'had

v .

worked for their present supervisor was 4 yeéars.
- g .
Procedures . ’ . \

an 857 response rate. All questionnaires returned were used 17/;he\anaiyses.
\
\

Operationalization of the Measures

4

Supervisor AtéééSibilitgj\\iﬁé dyadic and normative dimensions of the

) respondents' jobs (Sims, Szilagyi; and Keller, 1978).
. T , R
on a five point Likert-type scale. Alpha reliabilities and fé;tor structure

_ -

Pagh item was measured.

6f the JCI have Bé%ﬁ reported in previous research (Sims, et. al.; 1978
ériffir[ﬁfﬁgbrﬁgaéﬂgaﬁa Johnson, 1980; Pierce and Dunhamy 1978), and are

» ‘ﬁ“m

of acceptable levels.
,% ' ( 7 .

¥
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Hypothesis 1 was tested by computifg two multiple regressions. bDyadic

supervisor accessibility was the independent variableé in thé first regression
; and normative accessibility was' the independent variable for the second. ; For
: . i [
- ! - - “ - - Y v - B 7—777777777 L o
'« 'both regressions, the: task chaf%&géfiétiCS constituted the.dependent variables.

< N X —_ ] Pt c . . .
Significant multiple correlation coefficients were considered to be support
: : 1

bivariate correlation between the variables: - .
Hypothesis 2 was EééEé& by two separate procedures. First the Bibéf@été‘

correlation between dyadic and B&EﬁéEi@e.ééqgssibiiity was examined. A///'

éig;;fiéaﬁt correlation was counted éézéﬁﬁﬁéfE for the hypothesié: Secondly,

partial correlations were computed using each task dimension as a criterions:

Whep dyadic accessibility was used as the iﬁaéﬁéﬁééﬁe variable then normative

accessibility was used as the control variable; and vice versa. Significant
partial correlations between task characteristics and both dyadic and nofmative

accessibility were taken as evidence for ﬁypdtﬁé§i§ i.

\

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses . | - o
Means; standard deviations and sample sizes can be located in Table 1.
» . ‘— B

Other analyses inciuded principie &6358@én£é§iorthogdnai rotation factor -
analyses for the supervisor accessibility and the JCI instruments. The seven

*

i 1 . “ e

- .
N .

item a priori structures for the dyadic and normative supervisor accessibilfty
scales were generally supported, thbugh we will discuss t@is in more detail

under Hypothesis 2. Four item solutions were indicated for each of the variety; °
. 3 S ) .

- r ~
. B [}
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.
task identity and autonomy scales, and therefore, subsequent analyses used
these four item versions of the dimensions rather than the original scales.
Factor loadings can be obtained by contacting the authors.

S coofficent alpha Eéi%ébiii&féé were computed for each of the Five
subscales; and are presented in Table 1: These ranged from :76 to .91

and were deemed suitable for research use:
Finally; a correlation matrix was computed to determine the inter-
. 4.
relatedness between the variables. Approximately 50% of the correlations

were significant at the blvariate level. These correlations are in Table 2.

Hypothes1s 1 The: multlple regression “using dyadic accessibility as the

dependent variable was significant (F=4. 08 p=. 05). The task characteristics

HaﬁeVer the Eég;éééiaﬁ using normative accessibility as the dependent

- ‘autonomy were significanEly correlated at the bivariate level with dyadic
accessibiiity; However, tne dy:dic accessibility/task dentity correlatlon
did not reach s1gnif1cance. None of the thtee task characteristlcs were
: 7 i & : -
siénificantiy correlated with mormative accesslbility at the bivariate level.
. -
The power for a correlational test of medium effect size and o =05 with the

present sample size irn :60 (Cohen, 1969). Considered together, these anlayses

o | . | T
provide partial support for hypothes®™ 1: dyadic accessibility is related

§
.
S

-




& O 1/
- , !

to task vdriety and autonomy; but no other relationships are significant.

Hypothesis 2. The bivariate correlation between normative and dyadic

supervisor accessibility was .67 and was significant (p=:001), thus tending
éb support the hypothesis. The partial cSrréiation; using dyadic accessibility
as the indépéndent variable and;nofmaEiVE'aEcéééibiliEy as the controi Véfiéﬁié;{
produced significant bivariate correlations both for §éfié?§ (52;35; p=:062)

éﬁﬁ for tdentity (r=:

partial correlations

controlling for dyadic accessibility; failed td:ﬁfbéﬁéé any significant

)

* torrelation coeffhcients (variety: t= -.15, p=.20§ autonomy: t=.02, p=.46;

and identity: = -.17, p=.17). "Partial correlations are included in Table &.

M = : e — :7:77: :7': =
Insert Table 4 E

o S - , L ) o . ) L=
Although the factor loadings for dyadic. and normative accessibility conformed

that using one access measure as a congrol variable can have important &
]

.~ S S S N
\‘/} ef%ects on the various relationships;®ithis is a result of the overlap

" implied by the correlation between the two measures.

DISCUSSION
. R R ! _ _ . o _ R R ool _ _
Task characteiristics are diffi}:réﬁtiélly related to dyadic and normative

supervisor accessibility. The daia showed suppbr%'fbr—che overall relationsHip

‘between fagk chatacteristics and dyadic accessibility. Variety was significantly

11
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'hypothesized subordinatéy feel that they have more opportunity to interact

.

related to access in both.;he bivariate an'zthe partial correlations., As

..

e

with their supervisors when their job requﬁﬁes many activities. The v
éclationship of autonomy and identity to accessibility was not quite as |

clcar—cut._ In the bivariate correlations; autonomy produced significant‘
results, 1ndicat1ng that employees need.;to have a relationship in which;cheir

’ *

1l

the positive direCtion. When workers have high identity jobsyethey may gain

most of their feedback from completion of.the task, iatﬁéf than by communicating

with the‘suiervisor. ihus, they are not as likely to need access to the

supervisor. These findings are cofsistent with the hypothesis, even though

‘ - -

identity did not produce the significant relationship expected -

o
with theinormative dimension of the ééééssiﬁiiity instrument: If the normative

and these three task characteristics, in spite of the partial correlation

. 1
N -

resuits. R
The results fail to indicate a relationship between task characteristics
and normative supervisor accessibility: The overall multiple regreéssion was
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' e

aﬁalyées prbaucaa a siﬁgle sigﬁificaﬁt result. This finding; though inconsistent
with our hypothesis, is.perhaps not very suprising. Subordinates are extremely

-

familiar with their own jobs and with their relationships with their own

supervisors. Thus they are able to make valld repgr;s’mf their perceptlons

on’ the dyadic scale. But }ubordlnates may not have extensive Rnowledge

about the entlre organizatibn and the noris ex1st1ng in- it. .Therefore, "

very accurate. Tﬁus the data about normacive. acce531b111t\/gay contain too
much errdr variance to atlow relationships to emerge.
A second expilanation for the lack of significant results is the nature

of the normative measuring instrument:. As previously suggested, the normative
instrument here may simply be an indirect aéééﬁié of dyadic accessibility

Drganizatlbnal fiorms as a whole. ,Of course, 1f an instrument has poor validity;

it probably cannot be used to isolate relationships even if they do in fact
éiiéE; The results of the Bivariate correlations show the same general pattern
of resutts for the normative/accessibility 'c'o'rr'elati'o'ﬁs._as they do for the
a&aaié/ééééééiﬁiiiEy correlations (though of course the normative correlations

arg lower). This would be expected ff the two instruments were measuring the

same thlng, but the first were a better (more valid) measure of it. ﬁhus

13
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Valid how can one measure ﬁgiskconstructj}p organlzatlons7 We suggest

L N -~

.

.several alternatives: First, an orgad??étlon may have somie for l statements
o : o o i o : = | 7 :
of accessibility norms which could be obtained; Policies concerning performance

’

vear should have greater accessibility norims than one which requires such

interaction only once a year or iéss: Other organizational procedures which

- aré being implemented with growing frequency, (e:g:; feedback meetings,

A .
;' -4 Lasl

management by objectives; “team deveiopment programs) can affect or implement
i . . ~ [
. organizational accessibility norms. Such an operationalization woaild have
to be undertaken with caution. Just as ‘the organizational ‘chart is not always

an accurateé picture of the communication network; these formal policies may

‘not accurateiy reflect actual norms of accessibility.

employees of an organlzatioﬁ to complete Follert S dyadic scale. An avera ge
of these perceptions should provide an assessment of normative accessibility

from the subordinates' point “of view. ;
O3 et el T B "i P _— . . . i .
Similtarly; the. superiors in an organizatlon might be asked to respond

how accessible they are supposed to be: &An average of these responses would

v ©  represent the supervisors' view of\}he accessibility norm:
%inaiiy, orms for accéssibility could be obtained through observatiomal
»

subordinates could detect overall accessibility norms. Such procedures could
sbe used to validate dyadic accessibiiity reports for pérticuiar éupéribr/{

-
.
1 - 14
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Although this wbyia ot be sufficient to assess the ééééééiﬁiii&§ concept

(becaése opportunity to interact is not quite the same as actuvai interaction,’
as we have‘noteés; it can provide a good indication of how often subordinates
and superiors do interact, and how often subordinates attempt to interact
with superiors but fail to gain entre. Careful observations of these behaviors

.

CONCLUSION

Dyadic accessibility correlates positively with job characteristics.

accessibility; the failure of identity to correlate:is somiewhat cofsisteit
F) H .
tbi'jrreiétiiidth job chaTacteristics; but the normative measure itself
seems to be flawed. Alternative ways of assessing organizational accessibility

norms promise more validity.

e
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-Tabie 1
»

el § 0 S
Means; Standard Deviations; N Sizes and Alpha Reliabilities
’ ' ' s !

-

Standard . Sample

Mean Deviation .Size. . Reliability Coefficient

-

— f
- AT

J/ Accessibility 2‘9.62\3 5.52 - .39 o .91

/ Normative | _ S
/' Accessibility - 28.71 - 4.87 i T 38 . .85
/ ' e

TASK
CHARACTERISTICS

- . Variety 16.33 2.83 ,Vﬁb .77
Autonomy 17.73 2.24 40 .76

Identity 17.57 2:35 . 37 . .85




-Dyadic
Accessibility

Normative
Accessibility
TASK
CHARACTERISTICS

Variety

Autoromy

Correlation Matrix

i

Normative

L7AR

Table 2

.

S

.

. 2B%
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Table 3

Miltiple .Regression

H Dependent ‘ - .-
' Variable

Accessibitity :33 [11 4.08 .05

Normative -~ S N B
Accessibility .16 :02 .84 .37::

&

‘Table 4 TS,

Partial Correlation Matrix 5
AN

. " ‘TASK CHARACTERISTICS
; ¢

Variety A Altonoiy Identity

byadic = o N o
Accessibility -34% -5 : -29%
(controiliing. for . . .

normative) '

Normative - _ B
Accessibility =.15 . .02 -.17
(controlling for

dyadic)

Q

* p< .05

I |




